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REMARKS 

By this amendment, claims 1-10, 29-38, 43, 47-53, 50 and 57 are pending 
in the application. Of these, claims 1 r 2, 30, 36, 47, 48 and 51-53 are being amended. 
Claims 54-55 are being canceled, and claims 11-28, 39-42 and 44-46 remain 
withdrawn. The amendments are fully supported by the originally filed specification and 
original claims and add no new matter. Entry of the amendments and reconsideration 
of the present case is respectfully requested. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Applicants appreciate the Examiner's indication that claim 51 would be 
allowable if re-written to overcome the 35 U.S,C. 1 12, second paragraph rejection. 
Applicants also appreciate the Examiner's indication that claims 52-53 would be 
allowable if re-written to overcome the rejections under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, and to include all the limitations of their base claims and any intervening 
claims. 

Applicants also acknowledge and appreciate the Examiner's conclusion 
that the subject matter of claims 51-53 are not taught or suggested by the references of 
record. 

Applicants appreciate the Examiner's indication that claim 38 would be 
allowable in re-written in independent form and including all ur Lhe limitations of the base 
claim. Claim 48 is being amended to present claim 38 in independent form and 
including the limitations of claim 36, from which claim 38 depends. Accordingly, claim 
48 and the claims depending Lheieftum aie believed Lo be allowable. 
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Claim Objections 

The Examiner objected to claims 54 and 55 under 37 C.F.R. 1.75(c), as 
being of improper dependent form for failing to further limit the subject matter of a 
previous claim. Claims 54 and 55 are being canceled, and thus the rejection of these 
claims is obviated. 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. 112. First Paragraph, of Claims 1, 2, 5-10, 29, 30, 33, 35, 47 
and 54-57 

The Examiner rejected claims 1 , 2, 5-10, 29, 30, 33, 35, 47 and 54-57 
under 35 U.S.C. 112, (list paragraph for failing to comply with the written description 
requirement This rejection is traversed. 

The Examiner rejected these claims under 35 U.S.C, 112, first paragraph, 
on the grounds that the support in the specification for the "metal structure" recited in 
the claims is unclear. However, the specification discloses in paragraph 25 that "the 
underlying structure 1 1 1 of the component 1 14 and the fnleyial surface coaling 1 17 
form a unitary and continuous structure," Accordingly, the component comprises an 
underlying structure on which the integral surface coating is formed. This is also shown 
in Fiyure 2, which depicts the underlying structure 111 having the integral surface 
coating 1 17 formed thereover. The specification further discloses, in paragraph 29, that 
M [i]n one version, the component 1 14 comprises a metal alloy comprising yttrium and 
aluminum and the integral surface coating 117 is formed by anodizing the surface of the 
metal alloy. 0 Thus, the specification clearly describes that the coating is formed on the 
surface of a structure that is a metal alloy, and thus is formed on a "metal structure," as 
a structure fanned from a metal alloy is a metal structure. Accordingly, the specification 
provides the proper support for the "metal structure" recited in the claims, and the 
claims should not be rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph. 
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Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. 112, Second Paragraph, of Claims 1. 2, 5, 8, 29, 30. 33. 43, 
47 and 51-56 

The Examiner rejected claims 1, 2, 5, 8, 29, 30, 33, 43, 47 and 51-56 
under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite. This rejection is traversed. 

The Examiner rejected claims 1 , 2, 5, 8, 29, 30, 33, 43, 47, 51 , 52 and 56 
for reciting the phrase "integral surface coating" because the Examiner claims that this 
phrase is uncleai. However, this phrase is clearly defined in the specification to mean a 
coating that forms a "unitary and continuous structure that is absent a discrete and 
sharp crystalline boundary layer with the structure" (paragraph 25.) In particular, the 
integral surface coating can be formed by "'growing' the surface coating 1 17 out of the 
structure of which the component 114 is fabricated" (paragraph 25.) For example, in 
one version, the integral coating can be formed by anodizing a yttrium and aluminum 
alloy to "grow" a coating having yttrium-aluminum oxide on the alloy. This is In contrast 
to, for example, "plasma sprayed coatings which have a discrete boundary between the 
coating and the underlying structure" (paragraph 25) because the plasma sprayed 
coatings are attached or applied to a surface of the underlying structure, rather than 
being formed from, or being incorporated into, the structure itself. Thus, the claimed 
integral surface coating is clearly defined in the specification such that one of ordinary 
skill in ihy ail would understand what is being claimed, and the claims reciting this term 
should not be rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph. 

The Examiner rejected claims 2, 30 and 52 because the Examiner feels 
the phrase "anodized coating" is unclear. These claims are being amended to recite an 
"anodized coating formed by applying an electrical bias power " Accordingly, the claims 
clearly expiess LMe subject matter being claimed, and claims 2, 30 and 52 should not be 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph. 
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The Examiner rejected claims 54 and 55 for reciting the phrase "is absent 
a discrete boundary between the coating and the metal substrate." Claims 54 and 55 
are being cancelled, thus the rejection of these claims is obviated. 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. 102 of Claims 1-10. 43. 54. 56 and 57 

Jackson et al 

The Examiner rejected claims 1-3, 5, 6, 8, 43, 56 and 57 under 35 U.S,C. 
102(a and e) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,287,644 to Jackson et aL This 
rejection is traversed. 

Claim 1 is not anticipated by Jackson et al. because Jackson et al. does 
not teach u a substrate processing chamber component capable of being exposed to a 
RF or microwave energized gas in a substrate processing chamber, the component 
comprising a metal structure having an integral surface coating of an yttrium-aluminum 
compound," (emphasis added) as recited in the claim. Instead, Jackson et al. discloses 
"aluminlde-based bond coat on articles exposed to high temperatures, such as 
components of turbines and engines" (emphasis added, column 1, lines 13-15.) Thus, 
Jackson et al. discloses a bond coat for a turbine or engine in which high temperatures 
occur, but does not teach a component for a substrate processing chamber that is 
exposed to an energized gas formed by coupling RF or microwave energy. Moreover, a 
turbine or engine does not process a substrate, A substrate is a separate physical 
structure, such as for example, a semiconductor wafer, display, and other such 
structures, that is inserted in the chamber to be processed. A substrate is not inserted 
in the turbine or engine for processing. Thus, a turbine or engine is not a substrate 
process chamber. Accordingly, claim 1 and the claims depending therefrom are nol 
anticipated by Jackson et al. 
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Goward et al 



The Examiner rejected claims 1-3, 5, G, 8, OG and 57 under 35 U.S.C. 
102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 3,758,903 to Goward et aL This 
rejection is traversed. 

Claim 1 is not anticipated by Goward et al. because Goward et al. does 
not teach "a substrate processing chamber component capable of being exposed to a 
RF or microwave energized gas in a substrate processing chamber , the component 
comprising a metal structure having an integral surface coating of an yttrium-aluminum 
compound," (emphasis added) as recited in the claim. Goward et al. discloses "a 
coating alloy for the gas turbine engine super-alloys" (abstract.) Thus, Guward et al. 
discloses a coating suitable for a gas turbine engine used, for example, to propel a jet 
airplane, but does not teach a component for a substrate processing chamber that is 
capable of being exposed to a RF or microwave energized gas, as in the claim. A 
turbine or engine does not process separate physical substrate structures. Accordingly, 
as Goward et aL does not teach the substrate processing chamber component recited 
in the claim, and claim 1 and the claims depending therefrom are not anticipated by 
Goward et al. 



Agucro et a I 



The Examiner rejected claims 1-5, 8, 56 and 57 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by U.S Patent No, 5,807,613 to Aguero et al. This rejection is 
traversed. 



Claim 1 is not anticipated by Aguero et al. because Aguero el al. does not 
teach "a substrate processing chamber component capable of being exposed to a RF or 
microwave energized gas in a substrate processing chamber, the component 
comprising a metal structure having an inleyral surface coating of an yttrium-aluminum 
compound/ (emphasis added) as recited in the claim. Instead, Aguero et al. discloses 
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a protective coating for the "high temperatures and corrosive environment characteristic 
of operating gas turbines" (column 1, lines 23-24) and "corrosive environments such as 
coal gasification systems, furnace fixtures, heating elements, heat exchangers, 
components for automotive and fossil energy applications as well as for nuclear 
reactors, chemical processing equipment and molten carbonate fuel cells" (column 1 t 
lines 29-33.) Howevei , Aguero et aL does not disclose a component having a coating 
that is a part of a chamber that processes substrates and that is thus capable of being 
exposed to a RF or microwave energized gas. Accordingly, as Aguero et al. does not 
teach the recited substrate piucessing chamber component having the Integral coating, 
claim 1 and the claims depending therefrom are not anticipated by Aguero et aL 

Morita et a I 

The Examiner rejected claims 1-8, 54, 56 and 57 under 35 U.S.C, 102(e) 
as being anticipated by U.S. Patent Application No. 2002/0012791 to Morita etaL This 
rejection is traversed. 

Claim 1 is not anticipated by Morita et al. because Morita et al. does not 
teach or suggest a "component comprising a metaj structure having an integral surface 
coating of an yttrium-aluminum compound," as recited in the claim. Instead, Morita et 



al. discloses "a ceramics material characterized by comprising a base material 
substantially made of a sintered body of alumina and a yttrium-aluminum-garnet (YAG) 
layer having a thickness of 2 pm or more which is formed on a surface of the base 
material" (paragraph 13.) Thus, Muiita et al. discloses a ceramic base, namely alumina, 
that has a YAG layer, but does not teach a metal structure having an integral surface. 
The Examiner argues that "the aluminum in the ceramic is metal" in the disclosure of 
Morita et al. Howevei, a ceramic material that is made from a compound having an 
metal element, such as aluminum oxide, is not the same as a metal structure. A metal 
structure is a structure that is made up of and has the properties of a metal, such as the 
metal alloy described in paragraph 29 of the specification, or the aluminum component 
described in paragraph 42 of the specification, as is clear to one of ordinary skill in the 
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art. One of ordinary skill in the art would not consider the ceramic base of Morita et al. 
to be a metal structure, as the ceramic base would typically have properties that are 
different than those of structures formed of metal, Including different electrical properties 
and different ductility. Accordingly, as Morita et al. does not teach the metal structure of 
the claim, claim 1 and the claims depending therefrom are not anticipated by Morita et 
al. 

Murakawa et al 

The Examiner rejected claims 1-10, 54, 56 and 57 under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) 
as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,447,937 to Murakawa et al. This rejection is 
traversed. 

Claim 1 is not anticipated by Murakawa et al. because Murakawa et al. 
dues not leach a "component comprising a metal structure having an integral surface 
coating of an yttrium-aluminum compound" (emphasis added) as recited in the claim. 
Instead, Murakawa et al discloses " a corrosion-resisting ceramic material having high 
resistance to corrosive halogen-based gases" (column 1 , lines 7-9.) Thus, Murakawa et 
al. discloses a ceramic material , but does not teach a metal structure having a coating. 
As discussed above, a ceramic material that is made up of a compound having a metal 
elemeuL is not Ihe same as a metal structure, as a ceramic material typically does not 
have the same properties as that of a structure made up of metal, such as a metal alloy 
or an aluminum structure. Furthermore, Murakawa et al. does not disclose a structure 
having an integral surface coating, and instead discloses a window member "in the form 
of a transparent substrate of, for example, glass or sapphire having a surface to which a 
thin YAG sintered body is applied" (column 13, lines 59-62.) Thus, Murakawa discloses 
applying a sintered YAG ceramic to a surface to find a coating, but does not teach 
forming a coating that is integral with a structure, and that is thus absent a discrete 
boundary layer with the structure. Accordingly, claim 1 and the claims depending 
therefrom are not anticipated by Murakawa et al. 
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Rejection Under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) of Claims 1-10. 29-37, 48-50 and 55-57 
Go ward et al 

The Examiner rejected claims 9 and 10 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Goward et al. This rejection is traversed. 

Claim 1 , from which claims 9 and 1 0 depend, is patentable over Goward 
et al. because Goward et al. does not teach or suggest "a substrate processing 
chamber component capable of being exposed to a RF or microwave energized gas in 
a substrate processing chamber , the component comprising a metal structure having an 
integral surface coating of an yUrium-aluminum compound," (emphasis added) as 
recited in the claim. Instead, as discussed above, Goward et al. discloses "a coating 
alloy for the gas turbine engine super-alloys, 0 (abstract) but does not teach or suggest a 
component for a substrate processing chamber that is exposed to a RF oi microwave 
energized gas as recited in the claim. 

Furthermore, components that are suitable for an enyintr erivii uumenl are 
non-analogous to those required in the substrate processing chambers that process 
substrates in RF and microwave energized gases, such as semiconductor substrates, 
and one of ordinary skill in the art of such substrate processing would not find it obvious 
to provide an engine component as a part a substrate processing chamber. A gas 
turbine engine environment is developed for the flow of propulsion gases. In contrast, a 
substrate processing environment that processes a substrate in a RF or microwave 
energized gas is developed for the purpose of processing a substrate to achieve a 
predetermined and desired result on that substrate, such as the deposition of a layer on 
the substrate in a deposition process, or the removal of specific porliuns of the substrate 
in an etching process. To achieve the desired processing results on the substrate it is 
important to provide a suitable chamber environment, such as an environment that 
maintains very low levels of substrate contamination as well as minimises Ihe chemical 
reaction of chamber components with the highly corrosive gases, such as halogenated 
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gases and energized ionic and radical species, that are often used in substrate etching 
and chamber cleaning processes. These requirements are also described in the 
background section of the specification. Thus, as an engine environment does not 
process a substrate to achieve a predetermined result, and also does not do so in a RF 
or microwave energized gas environment, a component that is suitable for use in an 
engine environment could provide undesirable results in a process chamber, such as 
unacceptable levels of contamination on the substrate or undesirable reactions with a 
halogenated etching or cleaning gas. Accordingly, one of ordinary skill in the art would 
not find it obvious to provide an engine component as a part of a substrate processing 
chamber, and claim 1 and the claims depending therefrom are patentable over Goward 
et al. 

Jackson etal 

The Examiner rejected claims 9, 10, 36, 37 and 48-50 under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Jackson et al. This rejection is traversed. 

Claim 1, from which claims 9 and 10 depend, is patentable over Jackson 
et al. because Jackson et al. does not teach or suggest "a substrate processing 
chamber component capable of being exposed to a RF or microwave energized gas in 
a substrat e processing chamber , the component comprising a meLal structure having an 
integral surface coating of an yttrium-aluminum compound," (emphasis added) as 
recited in the claim. Instead, as discussed above, Jackson et al. discloses "aluminide- 
based bond coat on articles exposed to high temperaLuiKa, sutfi as components of 
turbines an d engines " (emphasis added, column 1, lines 13-15), but does not teach or 
suggest a component for a substrate processing chamber that is capable of being 
exposed to a Rl~ or microwave energized gas, and thus llie gas turbine and engine 
disclosures of Jackson et al. are non-analogous to the claimed substrate processing 
chamber component. 



S:\CLIENT\APFI IFn\r.RrTm3Q\AMEND.O03.doc 



62/12 39Vd 



S31VI00SSV $ HtfNVr 



08888£S9I^T 60:iT t?002/92/£0 



003330 USA/ETC H/M ETALAJ B1 
Application No: 10/042,666 

■ ■ Ppgc 20*cf*27 

Furthermore, a component suitable for a substrate processing chamber 
that uses a RF or microwave energized gas is not obvious from a disclosure of a turbine 
because, as described above, the substrate processing chamber environment has 
energized gas species, such as RF or microwave energized Ionic and radical species, 
and gas compositions such as etching and cleaning gases, that are other than those 
found in a yas turbine environment. As such, a component that has corrosion 
resistance in a gas turbine environment would not obviously have corrosion resistance 
in a substrate processing chamber environment, and also would not obviously provide a 
sufficient levd of corrosion resistance to reduce contamination of substrates being 
processed in the chamber. Accordingly, as Jackson et aL does not teach or suggest the 
substrate processing chamber component of claim 1, claim 1 and the claims depending 
therefrom are patentable over Jackson et ai. 

Claim 36 is patentable over Jackson et al. because Jackson et al. does 
not teach or suggest "a component for a substrate processing chamber that is capable 
of being exposed to a RF or microwave energized gas," as recited in the claim. Instead, 
as discussed above, Jackson et al. discloses a component for turbines and engines, but 
does not teach or suggest a component for the recited substrate processing chamber. 
Accordingly, claim 36 and the claims depending therefrom are patentable over Jackson 
et al. 

Claim 48 similarly recites "a component for a substrate processing 
chamber that is capable of being exposed to a RF or microwave energized gas," and 
thus this claim and the claims depending therefrom are similarly patentable over 
Jackson et aL 

Aguero et al 

The Examiner rejected claims 9 and 10 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Aguero et al. This rejection is traversed- 
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aL because Aguero et al. does not teach or suggest M a substrate processing chamber 
comporieriL capable of being exposed to a RF or microwave energized gas in a 
substrate processing chamber the component comprising a metal structure having an 
integral surface coating of an yttrium-aluminum compound," (emphasis added) as 
recited in the claim. Instead, as* discussed above, Aguero et al. discloses a protective 
coating for the "high temperatures and corrosive environment characteristic of operating 
gas turbines" (column 1, lines 23-24) and "corrosive environments such as coal 
gasification systems, furnace fixtures, heating elements, heat exchangers, components 
for automotive and fossil energy applications as well as for nuclear reactors, chemical 
processing equipment and molten carbonate fuel cells" (column 1 f lines 29-33.) 
However, Aguero el al. does not teach or suggest a component for a substrate 
processing chamber in which substrates are processed in a RF or microwave energized 
gas, for example, to etch features or deposit material on the substrates, which 
component is thus capable yf being exposed to a RF or microwave energized gas. 
Instead, Aguero et aL discloses applications that are non-analogous to such a substrate 
processing chamber component. 



because it would not be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that the component of 
Aguero et al would be suitable for the processing of a substrate in a chamber. As 
described in the background section of the specification, a substrate processing 
chamber component that processing substrates in a RF or microwave energized gas 
should meet certain requirements specific to the processing of substrates. For 
example, the component should be resistant to corrosion by energized gases used in 
chamber processes, such as for example RF or microwave energized etching gases 
such as CF 4 , cleaning gases and deposition gases, which gases can comprise 
energized ionic and radical species that can aggressively chemically react and 
physically bombard and etch components. Aguero et al. discloses protection against, 
for example, the corrosive environment of gas turbines and the environment of chemical 
processing equipment, but does not disclose that these environments involve exposure 
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Claim 1, from which claims 9 and 10 depend, is patentable over Aguero et 



Furthermore, the claimed component is not obvious over Aguero et al. 
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to, for example, RF or microwave energized ionic or radical corrosive gas species, and 
thus does not teach or suggest that the coated component would be suitable for use in 
a substrate processing chamber. 

Also, as described in the background section of the specification, the 
corrosion resistance of the substrate processing chamber cornpunenl in the RF or 
microwave energized gas environment should be sufficiently high such that 
contamination of a substrate does not arise from falling or flaking of component material 
onto the substrate. Thus, a level of corrosion resistance is lequired riot only to protect 
the component, but also the level should be sufficiently high to avoid contamination of 
the substrate. Aguero et al. discloses protective part coatings "to maintain the 
mechanical integrity of the part" (column 1, lines 17-28), such as for example a gas 
turbine coating that protects the turbine itself, but Aguero et al. does not disclose that 
the coating has a sufficiently high corrosion resistance that would reduce flaking of 
material and contamination of a substrate during processing, and in particular does not 
disclose that sufficient corrosion resistance exists upon exposure of the coating to the 
types of energized gases used in substrate processing. Accordingly, as Aguero et al. 
does not teach or suggest the recited subsLraLt? pruuessing chamber component, claim 
1 and the claims depending therefrom are patentable over Aguero et al. 

Morita et ai 

The Examiner rejected claims 9 and 10 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Morita et al This rejection is traversed. 

Claim 1, from which claims 9 and 10 depend, is patentable over Morita et 
al. because Morita et al. does not Leach or suggest a "component comprising a metal 
structure having an integral surface coating of an yttrium-aluminum compound," 
(emphasis added) as recited in the claim. Instead, as discussed above, Morita et al. 
discloses a ceramic base, namely alumina, that has a YAG layer, but does not teach a 
metal structure having an integral surface coating. A ceramic base is not the same as a 
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metal structure, as structures formed of ceramics have different properties than those 
made up of metals, as is known to those of ordinary skill in the art- The claimed 
component is furthermore not obvious over Morita et at, because Morita et al. does not 
teach or suggest any benefits of providing a metal structure having an integral surface 
coating, and furthermore does not teach or suggest any method of forming a metal 
structure having an integral surface coating. Morita et al. discloses that yttrium is added 
to an alumina powder mixture to "generate required YAG which is exuded to and 
deposited on the surface of the sintered body of alumina and improve plasma 
resistance" (paragraph 40.) Thus, Morita et al, discloses sintering a ceramic having 
yttria to form a protective layer of YAG thereover, but does not teach or suggest any 
means by which an integral surface coating could be formed on a metal structure, and 
does not teach or suggest the desirability of a coating on a metal structure. 
Accordingly, claim 1 and the claims depending therefrom are patentable over Morita et 
al. 

Murakawa et al 

The Examiner rejected claims 1-10 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Murakawa et al. This rejection is traversed. 

Claim 1 is patentable over Murakawa et aL because Murakawa et al. does 
not teach or suggest a "component comprising a metal structure having an integral 
surface coating of an yttrium-aluminum compound" (emphasis added) as recited in the 
claim. Instead, Murakawa et aL discloses %t a corrosion-resisting ceramic material 
having high resistance to corrosive halogen-based gases" (column 1, lines 7-9.) Thus, 
Murakawa et al. discloses a ceramic material , but does not teach a metal structure 
having a coating. Furthermore, Murakawa et al. does not disclose a structure having an 
integral surface coating, and instead discloses a window member "in the form of a 
transparent substrate of, for example, glass or sapphire having a surface to which a thin 
YAG sintered body is applied" (column 13, lines 59-62.) Thus, Murakawa discloses 
BQfilVing a sintered YAG ceramic to a surface to find a coating, but does not teach 
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forming a coating that is integral with a structure, and that is thus absent a discrete 
boundary layer with the structure. The claimed component is furthermore not obvious 
over Murakawa et al, because Mur akawa et al. does not teach or suggest any benefits 
of providing a metal structure having an integral surface coating, and furthermore does 
not teach or suggest any method of forming a metal structure having an integral surface 
coating. Accordingly, claim 1 and the claims depending therefrom are not anticipated 
by Murakawa et aL 

Hollars and Morita et al 

The Examiner rejected claims 29-35 and 55 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,365,010 to Hollars In view of Morita et al. 
This rejection is traversed. 

Claim 29 is patentable over Hollars and Morita et al. because the 
references do not teach or suggest a substrate processing apparatus "wherein one or 
more of the process chamber wall, substrate support, substrate transport, gas supply, 
gas energizer and gas exhaust, comprises a metal structure having an integral surface 
coating of an yttrium-aluminum compound," (emphases added) as recited in the claim. 
Hollars generally discloses "a sputtering apparatus" (abstract.) However, as stated by 
the Examiner in the Office Action mailed on July 9 , 2003, "Hollars does not teach the 
claimed Y-AI coating," Morita et aL does not make up for the deficiencies of Hollars 
because, as described above, Morita et al. does not teach or suggest a coating of an 
yttrium-aluminum compound that is integral wilh a metal structure, and instead 
discloses a ceramic base having an overlying YAG layer. Accordingly, as neither 
Hollars or Morita et al. teach or suggest the recited metal structure having the integral 
surface coating, claim 29 and the claims depending therefrom are patentable over 
Hollars in view of Morita et al. 
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Hollars and Murakawa et al 



The Examiner rejected claims 29-35 and 55 under 35 U-S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Hollars in view of Murakawa et al. This rejection is traversed. 

Claim 29 is patentable over Hollars and Murakawa el al. because the 
references do not teach or suggest the recited metal structure having the integral 
surface coating of a yttrium-aluminum compound. Hollars discloses °a sputtering 
apparatus' 1 (abstract) but, as stated by the Examiner in the Office Action mailed on July 
9 , 2003, "Hollars does not teach the claimed Y-AI coating." Murakawa et al does not 
make up for these deficiencies. As discussed above, Murakawa et al. discloses a 
ceramic material , but does nul leach or suggest a metal structure having a coating. 
Furthermore, Murakawa et al. does not teach or suggest a structure having an integral 
surface coating, and instead discloses a window member "in the form of a transparent 
substrate of, for example, glass or sapphire having a suiface to which a thin YAG 
sintered body is applied" (column 13, lines 59-62.) Thus, Murakawa et aL discloses 
applying a sintered YAG ceramic to a surface to form a coating, thereby forming a 
component having a discrete boundary line between the applied YAG ceramic and 
surface, but does not teach forming a coating that is integral with a structure that is 
absent a discrete boundary layer with the structure. Furthermore, as Murakawa et al. 
discloses that the substrate is u lla^spare^t f ,, one of ordinary skill In the art would have 
been taught away from forming a coating on a metal structure that is non-transparent. 
Accordingly, as Hollars and Murakawa et aL do not teach or suggest the recited metal 
structure having the integral surface coating, claim 29 and the claims depending 
therefrom are patentable over Hollars in view of Murakawa et al. 



Otsuki 



The Examiner rejected claims 1,2, 6-10, 29, 30, 34, 35, 56 and 57 under 
35 ILS.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent Application No. 2001/0003271 
to Otsuki. This rejection is traversed. 
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Claim 1 is patentable over Otsuki because Otsuki does not teach or 
suggest "a substrate processing chamber component of a substrate processing 
chamber, the substrate processing chamber being capable of processing substrates in 
a RF or microwave energized gas, the component comprising a metal structure having 
an integral surface costing of an yttrium-aluminum compound," (emphasis added) as 
recited in the claims. Instead, Otsuki discloses that "the film 14 containing a compound 
of a Ill-a element is a soraved film ." (emphasis added.) Thus, Otsuki discloses a film 
Ural is applied via a spraying method to a component, and thus has a discrete boundary 
layer at the interface between the component and the applied film. Otsuki does not 
teach or suggest providing an integral surface coating of an yttrium-aluminum 
compound that is absent a discrete boundary layer with an underlying metal structure, 
and does not teach or suggest a method of forming such a coating. Accordingly, claim 
1 and the claims depending therefrom are patentable over Otsuki. 

Claim 29 similarly recites "a metal structure having an integral surf ace 
coating of an yttrium-aluminum compound/' (emphasis added) and thus this claim and 
the claims depending therefrom are also patentable over Otsuki because Otsuki does 
not teach or suggest an integral surface coating of an yttrium-aluminum compound. 
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CONCLUSION 



The above-discussed amendments are believed to place the present 



application in condition for allowance. Should the Examiner have any questions 
regarding the above remarks, the Examiner is requested to telephone Applicant's 
representative at the number listed below. 



Please direct all telephone calls to: Ashok K. Janah at (415) 538-1555. 



Please continue to send correspondence to: 

Patent Department, M/S 2061 
APPLIED MATERIALS, INC, 
P.O. Box 450A 

Santa Clara, California 95052. 



Respectfully submitted, 



JANAH & ASSOCIATES, PC. 



Date: March 29. 2004 




Ashok J$Rdh 
Reg. No. 37,487 
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